A. ESTELLER 


THE UDATTA AS KEY-STONE OF THE DECIPHERING CODE 
FOR THE RGVEDA-SAMHITA 


I. - THE UDATTA’S PROSODICAL VALUE 


The attention of rgvedic scholars is directed to this writer’s previous 
publications on this topic, especially in Annals (B.O.R.I. — Diamond 
Jubilee Vol.) and to the references mentioned therein, besides the article 
in the Bombay Univ. Journal (Arts) which will have already appeared 
by the time the present essay is published (cf. particularly, Annals, 
loc. cit. pp. 615 ff.). The meaning of this archaic prosodical value of 
the udatta will be made clear by what may be rightly considered as the 
« shibboleth » of this archaic versifying factor. 


Note: for our archaic Pp.-like (no samdhis;!) text-transcription and 
conventional signs (on the right-hand margin at the pada-end) we use 
mainly: = (no change), x (changed word-order), + (emendation — given 
in italics in the text), S(substitution), L(length-value for a « hrasva» in 
the rhythm-scheme), A(length-value for accent), R(resolution of ksaipras, 
vowels or samdhis), H(haplology), d(deletion), I(insertion).. If a samdhi 
is metre-demanded a + between the words concerned is inserted in the 
text. Long vowels: 4, i, i, fF. A short vowel with length-value appears 
as 4, i, ti, r; a long vowel with accent as 4. i, G, r or 4, i, i, f. Diphthongs 
go in archaic form: e=ai, o=au, ai=di, au=aGu; if resolved, they are: 
ayi, avu... or a-i, a-u...; aai, aau; and long vowels: 4=aa.., Any other 
details will be clear from the context *. 

The staple-references are to Con(ordance, Vedic), Gr(assmann’s 
Rgveda-Worterbuch), G(eldner’s Translation) O(idenberg’s Noten), 
without further specification, since they are ad loc. or s. v., naturally. 
And mark (as we have often repeated!) that the trenchant strictures 
passed here (and elsewhere) — on the editorial Samhita-Kara (=SK) 


' * For typographic reasons 4, i, ti, r with accent will go as 4, i, ii, r (or r). The 
same for r with accent = ry. The intelligent reader will easily discern them, it is 
hoped. A final * in a text-line means: text improvable - which applies to its contmen- 
tary too! See note at this article’s end! N.B. 3 
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agency and its « traditional » text (or devotees) — are not meant to 
question their « good intentions », but to awaken rgvedic scholarship to 
the deleterious effect that the said SK-agency’s misguided « palimpse- 
sting method » has had on the original (and immeasurably superior!) 
rsi-kavis’ own ur-text, which we are bent on reconstructing — for their 
own due honour and India’s and Indology’s benefit — by means s of our 


~-Fational_text-critical- ‘approach. —~«-satyam~eva~ jaya taba. 
And now for the texts in question. 
V, 33,5 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva ndrah(!) (SK!) xSIAQ) 
b) sardhah jajfianah yaatim sa-ratham(!) (SK!) SA+(!) 


c) d+asman(!) jagamyah ahi-Susma sd tvdr(!) (SK!) +S(!) * 

d) bhagah nad hdv- ydh prabhrthaisu ayduh(!) (SK!) RHS+ * 
cf. VII, 30, 4 

a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva ndrah(!) (SK!) (supra) 

b)..Sdrdhah. jajfidnaéh..yaatéim-sa-raitham(!) --(N.B.).(SK!).S+LH. 

c) yaccha siiribhyah utd nd-+varaitham (N.B.) (SK!) (supra) 

d) su-abhtivah jaranim c-+asnavama(!) (N.B.) (S.K!) RHI+(!) 
+X, 65, 4 


Eo 


c) prksah iva mahayantd- su-ratayah (N.B.) LH = 
d) daivd- stavantai(!) manusasa- stirayah(!) (SK!) H+ * 
+X, 32, 9 


a) aitam nah bhadra dadatah maghani (N.B.) (SK!) Xx+S 
b) kald@éam kiiru-Sravanam kriyata(!) 
(cf. cl) (N.B.) (SK!) xA+(!) 
c) dandh it vah, maghavand sa astu (cf. b!) (SK!) LSH 
d) ayam ca s4umah yam hrdi bibharmi +(N.B.) (SK!) xL bs 


We had previously used these very texts, centered on the first two, 
for an accent-length shibboleth proof, yet trying to preserve much more 
of the SK’s palimpsest. We did solve the metrical-mechanical difficulties 
in function of the accent, but not the total sense, which comes into its 
own only with the above restoration, sense+idiom-+context-demanded! 
It should be obvious to an attentive text-critic, that the kavi’s intended 
main sense must have been: «We are yours, Indra, just-like the 
maruts are too; (hence) come to our aid». But the SK’s vyakarana 
prevents him from seeing or expressing that, since he cannot use the 
archaic haplology « yd--+-iva», which for him can only be « yay iva» 
or « yai va», which latter he turns into « yai ca» misled by his «ca» 
in 8b! And he can’t see the sense of « tai+tava» in the same sentence 
(thinks he!) — hence, misled by the pseudomodel in his mishandled 2a 
(«nd tai tay indra asmad didhi rjréh»), he «improves» his 5a into 
« vayam tai tai », where « tai » makes no sense (pace omnes!), as against 
2a, where it rightly does (q.v.). Hence, he confusingly misses-messes 
the kavi’s sense-making: « We are yours, like those men who were 
‘ born as your troop fellow-riders on (your). chariot », And here again 
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the blundering vidiisaka-SK, misled by the surrounding nomin. pl., 
misadapts the pada-end into « yataés ca raéthah», hecause of « jajfia- 
nah », of course (mis-analysing « yatam-+s-» as « yataés aratham» and 
miscorrecting it into «ca rathah » — to suit « yatéh »!) — but look up 
Gr., s.v. « Sa-ratha- » for enlightenment! And now — with our text! — 
the sequel should follow smoothly: « So, as such, you come to us, you 
impetuous one — who are to be invoked in human offerings ». But look 
at the SK turning it all into a foolish 3rd person address(!) obviously 


for caviar to the general of the all-gobbling SK-acolytes! (« risum tenea-- 


tis »?). And look at the text changes and substitutions he makes to save 
his vyakarana and to paper over his rejection or ignorance of archaic 
haplologies, etc. — Finally note that here we have, as in numerous 
supporting cases, as we shall see, the short a (in « narah, sa-rdtham ») 
considered by the kavi as equivalently long under the influence of both 
the accent and the rhythm-position (cf. « yacchi», without final 
accent, but as word-final-syllable: cf. VI, 30, 4c, in a rhythm-protected 
position). — The SK (=Sambhitaé-KdGra) editor can do nothing about it 
without ruining the metre (and sense) still further with his quantity-only 
prosody (vs. the archaic kavis’ quantity+accent+position one) and, 
therefore, he has to lump it — as « rsa», poor fellow! — forced by 
the numerous other such cases, of which « jana- pdajica janah» are 
conspicuous examples (in tristubh-ends), cf. Gr. for clever near-miss 
remarks on those words (q.v.). But the moment our SK gets half a 
chance, he desperately tries — in pukka « traditional » vidiisaka-pandits 
style — to dodge that « flaw» (thins he!) by somehow variating the 
subsequent parallel texts, especially to avoid trite punar-ukti — as above, 
in the obvious case of VII, 30, 4 vs. V, 35, 5 even against the natural 
demands of context and style, with his patchy « deva » vs. the (« unme- 
trical ») « ndrah » of the original. And in this the editor-SK goes much 
further than might be considered believable otherwise, precisely because 
of the natural repetitive trend of the anthological collection (of closely 
similar themes, traditional style and common circumstances!) to be 
memorised and repeated by a professional class of reciters, who, besides, 
need some kind of safeguard against confusing similarity and-or iden- 
tity of phraseology, especially in the pratika-headings of padas, stanzas 
and hymns. Naturally, a traditionally-bred composing kavi will borrow 
choice phrases or padas and even hemistichs and take pride in com- 
pleting or adapting them in an ingenious or unexpected manner; but an 
SK, in an anthology, with many such cases crowded together, will fight 
shy of such « monotonous poverty-stricken » echo-effect. 

A’ striking case in point is VII, 30, 4 vs. its preceding (in the SK- 
order!) V, 33, 5. The two stanzas being so similarly styled and structured, 
we naturally expect: 


VII, 30, 4 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd--+-iva narah(!) 
b) Sdrdhah jajfidnadh yaatam sa-réitham 
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—__—Everything—clamours—for—the—kavi's—original: 


But we see the obvious SK-hand spiriting away the (for him!) de- 
faulting « nadrah » and twisting 4b into a patch-work (cf. X, 65, 4b+32, 9b!) 
directed towards the patrons in 4cd, but callously leaving in the air the 
correspondent term to the prominent «vayam» in 4a, while patching the 
gap with a « upamam »(!) filched brazenly from the closely-neighbouring 


3b! (a gaffe that no self-respecting kavi will even dream of committing!). 








VII, 30, 4 
a) vayam(!) tay indra, tdva yd-+iva ndrah (N.B.) X+SA 
b) sdrdhah jajfiandh yaatiém sa-ratham(!) (N.B.) SA+ 
c) yaccha suribhyah utd nd-(!!) vartitham (N.B.) SHL 
d) su-abhzivah jaranim c-+aésnavama(!) (N.B.) R+ * 


Here it should-be~clear-that-the SK- is also- dodging the a@anuprasa”in 
4d). And we may add here for confirmation of 4b+V, 33, 5b (in our first 
; tentative solution above): 





X, 40, 1 
a) ratham ydantam kiha ké vaam nara (SK!) dRHL 
b) prati dyumadntam suv-itaya bhisati — 
+I, 141, 8 
a) agnih ydan rina na sikvabhih krtah (SK!) IRx 
b) d- dyam angaibhih arusdibhih tyatai (SK!) HI) 
c) at asya tai krsndah daksi sirdyah(!) (cf. G.+Gr.) (?!) 
d) Sstirdsya na tvaisathat isatai vayah (SK!) S(?) 


= c) at asya tyai(!) siiriya--+n-+dksi krsndah (SK!) xSRHI(!) 
= d) sirdsya na tvaisathat vdyah isatai (cf. b!) (SK!) xSA(!) 


(For the SK’s metrical mess and messy vidiisaka-text, especially in 
8c, cf. Gr.+G., all at sea! The above text-critical reconstruction alone 
can make sensible style, sense and metre! For further SK-manhandlings 
cf. the « fillers » in X, 40, la and the metrical butchery in X, 141, 8a (to 
« pair » his messed 8b), and in 8c to match 8d! But the SK-acolytes will 
gobble up anything without wincing, of course. Note too the above 
X, 65, 4c, where the SK dodges his faulty pada-final main rhythm by 
intruding his odd « manusdya» (pace G.!). But there was no metrical 
flaw for the kavi who used a normal-archaic haplology (which alone 
makes sense, q.v.). Let us add here the SK’s mis-sruti-++mis-analysis+ 
mis-correction causing further errors in V, 33, 5a (« tai» for « tdva», 
«yai ca» for « yd--+iva»), 5b (« yatag ca rathah» for « yaatim sa- 
raétham » — how the Maruts, or anyone, can be « yatas ca rathah » is 
nobody’s business!), 5c (« ahi-Susma-satva »!? — for « sd tvdi », cf. 5ab, 
and « jagamyat» for « jagamyah », which is the right form=2nd. p. 
optative, as context-demanded, cf. ab too), 5d (mis-analysis of the hapl. 
«hav- yah», context-indicated, and the odd « c4ruh» for « ayduh» to 
save his verse+vyakarana vs. V, 41, 19d!). 

The same can be said of the parallel, VII, 30 4a (as above, and 
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« daiva » filched from X, 65, 4d for rhythm-+variety), 4b (« SArdhah » vs. 
the SK’s « gira» from id+2c(!) against the context) of 4a for variety, 
as said; 4c (to save his 4b context-+-verse — wrongly), 4d (pseudo-ksaipra, 
verse-ruining, and full subject missing, by SK’s mis-correction of « asna- 
vada », cf. « Gr., s.v. «aS» in parasm.!). In X, 65, 4c with rhythm- 
lengthening of the final word-hrasva together with haplology as in VII, 
30, 4c!, in the cases of « mahdyantd-» and « utd nd-»); in 4d (as said) 
an outrageous case-change by our SK vidiisaka-pandit — who is simply 
averse to or ignorant of the kavi’s haplology. — to get his end-rhythm! — 
But cf. Gr. for parallels+sense vs. the SK’s foolish filching from I, 117, 
21b! (context!). 


The result is a typically representative specimen of the Samhita- 
text as SK-palimpsested distortion of the rsi-kavis’ genuine and far- 
superior and perfectly metrical and sense-making Rgveda in its pristine 
form of quantity-cum-accent-cum-position metre, prosody and language- 
idiom. 

And now the irrefragable testimony of those bisyllabic words is 
solidly confirmed by that of tri-syllabic ones in their serried battallions 
of « dvasai, dvasah, dvasi», and similar nouns (« sdhas, Savas... » to- 
gether with « 4tithih », etc., which had already led the master=mind of 
an Oldenberg (in his excellent « Prolegomena » — too woefully neglected 
by Indian rgvedic scholarhip, alas!) to the clever near-miss of postulating 
a special way of pronunciation, though not of formation (as « avas », 
etc.) for « those words », all of them marked by the one single common 
characteristic of the « uddtta » accent!, which is what forced the present 
writer to the only possible logical conclusion (the crown of fifty years 
of text-critical rgvedic research) of the prosodical length-equivalent value 
of that accent under the influence of the metrical rhythm-scheme. 


And this showed that the Rgveda kavis were in an archaic-linguistic 
stage of accent+ quantity-prosody, while the trend of the living language 
was beginning to develop into the post-vedic, pre-classic and finally 
classic style of quantity-only metrical prosody, where accent simply does 
not count or even any more exist. And this was the linguistic-prosodical 
stage in which the SK-agency (about five-hundred years later!) lived and 


gave the final shape to the « traditional » Samhita in what Oldenberg | 


(with Arnold, « Vedic Metre ») calls its « orthoepic diaskeuasis ». Hence 
came the SK’s « love’s labour lost » of transposing the archaic text-state 
into the mew one by steering a midway course between the two, pre- 
serving as far as possible the caracteristics of the ancient « chandas » 
while incorporating the later standards of his own « vyakarana» as 
paramount, even against the kavi’s own archaic vyakarana, samdhi and 
chandas in case of conflict! But that swap had to mislead the SK far 
beyond the mere orthoepy, since the change in « pronunciation only » 
often altered and ruined the very soul of a «rg » — its rhythm! Hence 
comes Arnold’s justified remark that even alone the indiscriminate 
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ksaipra-value of y, v turns the Rgveda into a « padya-veda» as far as 
its metrical value is concerned, not to speak of other values, which is 
bad enough! 

But the SK is concerned with more than mere pronunciation: he 
wants — as already indicated — to produce a « rg-veda », as far as his 


traditional material permits, with as few as possible but as many as 





even « improving » (according to his lights) — and to present to the 
Sistas of his time a text worthy of the rsis and of his cultured audience 
and its younger literary taste and standards. The very fact of the SK’s 
systematic « updating» of the whole Rgveda text in function of his 
younger « vyakarana », rough-shod trampling not only on the old one 
but, what is more, on the rg’s vital-essential metre and rhythm, evidently 
‘proves that the SK-is not and-will-not be-a mere: echo-transmitter: (as 
the post-Samhita tradition, exceptionally for India, did become as a 
sort of literary «tour de force »!) but an editor-redactor with extra- 
textual objectivés and standards, besides and beyond and even against 
the mere literal fidelity, more in the line of the incorrigibly correcting- 
improving trends of the Mahabh.+Ramiay. text-transmission — the typi- 
cally Indian one, even in the age of manuscriptal handing down! Hence 
the transpositions, substitutions modifications and changes of all sorts 
that we observe in the three texts above — besides misinterpretations 
of the oral-auricular gruti! — are the natural result of misguided care 
that loved its object only too well but disastrously unwisely! Add to this 
(as already pointed out) that the SK was the compiler-editor of a col- 
lection of hymns (of traditionally conventionally repetitive themes and 
bards!) to be memorised with their treacherously memory-confusing 
similar+identical pratikas and phraseology and often boring sameness 
(the decried « punar-ukti» of the « Sistah »!) — and you have all the 
ingredients that go to make a « Samhita-Palimpsest » as typified by the 
above sample-texts, particularly with the aggravating circumstance of 
the SK’s « salto mortale » from the archaic accent-quantity prosody to 
his own quantity-only classical one. And as for seeing parallelisms and 
possibilities of patching one text-with shreds of another (as bits of one 
all-embracing Sruti!!) — that is child’s play for memorising virtuosi 
who had the whole Rgveda at their memory’s finger-tips! 


Ii. - CONFIRMATION FROM ALL SIMILAR CASES 


With the above findings and principles in mind we can now proceed 
to give a full confirmation from all parallel cases noted by Grassmann 
concerning in particular the three key-words: « narah, ratha- jana- » 
spread through the whole Rgveda and thereby showing that this proso- 
dical factor, is part of the basic versifying system of the rsi-kavis excep- 
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tionally preserved as « rsa» by the palimpsesting SK, precisely because 
of the impossibility of effacing it, given the multiplicity of its occur- 
rences, and in spite of his vidiisaka-tricks to evade its verse-wrecking 
consequences from the angle of his quantity-only orthoepic prosody as 
against the kavis’ archaic one, including accent and rhythmical length, 
besides other stylistic devices, especially haplology. The following are 
the texts, given with the accompanying conventional signs of the archaic 
features which the SK’s « editorial dynamism » had to eliminate in order 
to achieve the « quantum leap » of his prosodical-linguistic transposi- 
tion! This will be crowned by the complete reconstruction of the two 
hymns where our « shibboleth » stanza recurs in order to give proof 
palmary that our system and principles do work and apply fully and 
satisfactorily to entire textual-literary units as legitimate representatives 
of the entire Rgveda of the rsi-kavis and against the SK’s disfiguring- 
distorting Samhita-Palimpsest, which is one! 


V, 33,5 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva(!) ndrah 
(vs. 3ab) (SK!) X+ x SA(!) 
b) sArdhah jajfianah yaatém sa-rdtham (infra!) (SK!) RSA+ 
c) d+asman jagamyah ahi-Susma sd tvdim/(!) (N.B.) (SK!) +S = 
d) bhdgah na hdv- ydh prabhrthaisu ayduh(!) 
(V, 41, 19d) (SK!) RHS+ * 
(For 5d cf. III, 50, 2d+V, 33, 7d!+ VII, 29, 3c) 
VII, 30, 4 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva(!) ndrah 
(cf. supra) (SK!) SX+A 
b) sdrdhah jajfiandh yaatém sa-raétham (supra!) (SK!) S+A 
c) yaccha stirfbhyah utd nd- vartitham (N.B.) (SK!) xLH 
d) su-Abhzivah jaranam c-+asnavama(!) (N.B.) (SK!) R+IH * 
(In 4ab SK for variety vs. V, 33, 5ab; cf. X, 32, 2b+-65, 4cd) 
cf, X, 32, 9 
a) aitdm nah bhadra dadatah maghani (N:B.) (SK!) X+S 7 
b) kaldgam kiiru-sravanam kriyata(!) 
(cf. c!) (N.B.) (SK!) XA+(!) * 
c) dandh it vah, maghavand-, sa astu (cf. b!) (SK!) LSH 


d) ayam ca sAumah yam hrdi bibharmi (SK!) xL * 
+65, 4 
c) prksah iva mahayantd- su-ratayah (SK!) HL = 


d) daivdé- stavantai(!) manusdsa- strayah (N.B.) (SK!) H+() * 
(For V, 33, 5a+VII, 30, 4a above — cf.): 


TI, 19, 1 
a) apayi asyd dndhasah madaya (SK!) R 
b) mdanisinah svaanasya prayah ydt(!) (SK!) R+I1 
c) yasmin indrah pra-divi vavrdhanah +L 


d) 4ukah dadhai daivayantas ca ndérah(!) (N.B.) (SK!) SA(!) 
(For id cf. 8c+Gr.+): 
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T, 145, 2 ; 
c) yatra n4rah daivayantah yugani (N.B.) = 
d) vi-tanvatéi bhadard prdti bhadram (cf. G.) (SK!) xR+A() 
iI, 19, 8 
a) aivd tai grtsa-madd- stira manmd (SK!) (cf. cl) +AXxI(!)) 
b) vayiind nd avasyavah tataksuh(!) (N.B.) (SK!) +AxIQ() 





c) brahmanyantah indara tdi naviyah 
(N.B.) (SK!) (cf. a!) R+ 





d) airjam isam su-ksitim sumndm agyuh (SK!) XL 
(There is no unredupl. perf. of « taks » — vs. Gr.!). CE£.: 
X, 39, 4 
a) yuvam cyévanam sandyam nd rath- nara (SK!) HIS(!) 
b)..ptinar_ytivanam..carathdi(!)tataksathuh..... ...(SK!)----I()) 
+III, 8, 6 
a) yan vah narah daivayaniah ni-mimyth = _ 
b) vanas-patai svadhitih va tataéksa(!) = «~——SsStCté‘<SNBL)D = 
+VI, 1, 2 
_ c) tam tva4 narah prathamam daivaydntah = 
d) mahdi raay- citayantéh anu gman (N.B.) (SK!) H+RL 
IT, 34, 11 
c) yatasrucah hiranya-varnaan kakuh- (SK!) xH() 


d) brahmanyantah g4msiyam radhah imahai (N.B.) R 
+I, 62, 3 


a) indrasya ca digirasim ca istau (SK!) IR(!) 

b) dhasim saréma tdnaydi vivaida(!) (cf. c!) (SK!) xA+S(!) 

c) bfhas-patih bhinat adrim vidat gah (SK! vs. b!) = 

d) sam usriyabhih vavasanta ndrah(!) _ (SK!) SA(!) 
+IV, 38, 9 

a) uta sma asya panayanti jdnah(!) (SK!) RA(!) 

b) jiitim krstiprah abhi-bhitim as4uh = 
+I, 89, 10 

c) vigsvai daivah aditih pafica janah(!) (SK!) AC!) 
cf. 

a) Aditih(!) dyauh aAditih antariksam (N.B. (SK!) L(!) 

b) Aditih(!) mata s4 pita sA putrah '  (N.B.) (SK!) LQ) 

d) aditih(!) jatam Aditih janitvam (N.B.) (SK!) L(!) 
+VI, 11, 4 

c) ayam na y4m namasa raté-havyah = 

d) afijanti su-prayasam pdafica janah(!) ; (SK!) A(!) 
+51, 11 

a) tai ndh dyava- prthivi indra-+vardhan (SK!) xHS(!) 

b) piisd bhdgah Aditih pafica janah(!) (SK!) A(!) 


d) bhavantu nah su-traatrah(!) su-gaupah (SK!) +R(!) 
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+II, 20, 2 
a) tuvam nah indra titibhih tuvabhih (N.B.) (SK!) Rx +(!) 
b) abhisti-pah tuvayat- asi janan(!) (N.B.) (SK!) x HRLA(!)* 
c) tuvdm indh daasisd-+ variita (SK!) RLH() 
d) ittha-dhith yah(!) abhi-naksati tva (SK!) X+R 
+III, 46, 2 
a) mahadn asi mahisa vfsniyaibhih R 
b) dhana-spft ugra sdhamanah anyan = 
c) aikd--+vigsvasya bhiivan- dsi raja (SK!) HIS(!) 
d) sA yaudhaya ca ksayaya ca janan(!) (SK!) A(!) 
+VI, 10, 5 
a) ni nah citram puru-vajabhih Gti- (N.B.) (SK!) HAR(!) 
b) Agnai rayim maghavadhbhya-+ utd dhaihi (SK!) +RA 
c) yai radhasa Sravas& c-+dti anyan (SK!) +H) 
d) su-viriyaih ca abhi-santi jadnan(!) (SK!) (cf. c!) H+I 
(G.’s comment on 5cd wrong!!) — cf.: 
VII, 16, 10 
a) yai radhamsi asviya dédati magha (SK!) RAL() [ 


b) kamaina sravasah mahah | 


N.B. — The kavis do not feel bound to use words like « jana- ratha- 
narah » in a particular verse-position. This is evident from the way they | 





can use them in any other metrically correct setting but it is particu- 
larly made clear by the freedom they — or the SK? — show in the 
employment of even composite phrases like « pafica janah» (cf. Gr.): 
I, 89, 10 
c) (cf. supra: pada-end) 
III, 59, 8 
a) mitraya paiica yaimirai (SK!) =(?) 
b) janah abhisti-Sdvasai (SK!) A(?) 
c) daivan vigsvan bibharti sa (SK!) x(?) 
== a) mitrdy- abhi-sti-sdvasai (SK!) XHA(!) 
=: *c) daivan vigvan bibharti yah (N.B.) (SK!) XAR(!) | 
= *b) yaimirai pafica janaah(!) (N.B.) (SK!) +XS(!) 
(This whole unique hymn — cf. G. — in its 3 parts is a « shibboleth » 


of SK-palimpsesting, esp. in (I) lacd+2abd(!)+3a; (ID) 5(Had+4(!)b; 
(III) 6abs(!-+ 7abc-+ 8abc + 9abe(!) — Would-be-critic « jagrhi »! You stand 
or fall by this test!). 
VI, 11, 4 
a) (cf. supra: pada-end) 
VII, 51, 11 
b) (cf. supra: pada-end) 
X, 45, 6 | 
d) janah yat agnim ayajanta pafica (N.B.) (SK!) (?) 
= yAt agnim 4-yajanta pdfica ja@nah(!) (kavi vs. SK!) XA(!) 
= yat pdfica jdnah ayajanta agnim (SK!) +HI(?) 
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= yat pafica agnim ayajanta janah (SE!) xA(?) 
= yat agnim pafica dyajanta jdnah (SK!) «A(?) 
!c) vidiim cit s-+ddrim abhinat para-yan (SK!) xR(?) 


(The kavis could use any alternative d-form here; but not the SK! — 
For the SK only the first was « regular » — pada-order dc!) 
X, 53, 4 


~~) tur jartidahuta--yajiiiyasah ~~~ --~(ef- 5b) (SK!)-L(1) 

d) paficé janah mama hautram jusadhvam (SK!) L() 

X, 53, 5 
a) paficé janah mama hautram jusantam (SK!) 
b) gau-jatach uta yai yajfifyasah (cf. 4c!) (SK) R 

VIII, 32, 22 
b) ihi pafica janan Ati (SK!) (?) 

=-ihi pafic--dti janaan(!) ~ mmm (SRY X ral) 

IX, 92, 3 
d) dhirah anu yatatai pafica janan — (SK!) xLAQd)_ 


The SK has to twist to try, if possible, to get his quantity-only rhythm 
vs. the kavis’ ample choice with quantity+-accent prosody! But they 
also had conventional trends, like final « janah+ pafica janah », as above, 
especially the latter, mostly in spite of the SK’s twists! 


V, 33 
1 a) mahi mahai nar -didhiyai tavdsai(!) (N.B.) Lx HRA(!) 
b) indray--+-aham tdvyasa-+itthd dtavyin (N.B.) XRHI 


c) yah asmdai(!) samariyah cikaitta (N.B.) (cf. Gr.) SAX +(!) 
d) jandi(!) stutah sumatim vaja-sdnim 
(cf. 7d!) (cf. Gr.) S+A(!) 


cf, X, 91 
15 c) asmdai suviram rayim vaja-sdnim (SK!) xAQ) 
2 a) sé tv4m nah indra dhiyasandh arkaih = 
b) harinaam yauktaram vrsan asraih (N.B.) +RLA(!), 
c) ittha yaah maghavan Gnu jausam (N.B.) +RAxX(!) 
d) vaksdh abhi aryd- saksi pra jdnan(!) (N.B.) <LHRA(!) 
3 a) na tai tay indra haray--+asmat Gdhi(!) (cf. c+-5a!) ASH+x(!) 
b) ayuktasah a-brahmata yath-+dsan . (N.B.) ASR 
c) @ tistha tam rath- Adhi vajra-hasta (cf: a!) (N.B.) +HIx 
d) rasmina+iva ydmasay @ suv-Asvam (N.B.) S+ARHx 
4 a) puri ya tai indara santi td ukth- (N.B.) +RHI 
b) urvdrasu gausu cakartha yidhyan (N.B.) x +AH 
'!d) tuvam samdtsu ddasasya vadhah(!) (N.B.) dSRA(!) 


!c) tataksisai driydy aukasi svai (N.B.) S+R() 


The udatta as key-stone of the deciphering code for the Rgveda-Samhita 235 


- 5 a) vaydm tay indra tdva yd-+iva narah (SK: 3a!) 
b) éArdhah jajfianéh yaatém sa-rdétham(!) (N.B.) 
c) d+asman jagamyah ahi-susma sd tvdm(!) (N.B.) 


d) bhagah na hav- ydh prabhrthaisu adyduh 
(V, 41, 19b) (N.B.). 
6 a) prksdiniyam indara tvai hi aujah (N.B.) (SK!) 
b) utd nrmndam nrtama nér am/ta(!) (N.B.) (SK!) 
c) s4 4inim na vasav d- nah rayim dah (SK!) 
d) pra tai stusai tuvi-magh- arya danam 
(cf. Gr.) (N.B.) 
7 a) aivd indra uutibhih nah dva (N.B.) 
b) utd Stira grnatah pahi kariin (N.B.) 
c) utd piprihi su-sutasya carauh (cf. 5d) (N.B.) 
d) madhvah tvacam dadata- vaja-satau (cf. 1cd!) (N.B.) 
8 a) uta tyai pauru-kutsiyasya siraih 
b) trasd-dasyauh hiraninah raranah 
c) daga $yditasah ma vahantu asvah(!) (SK!) (cf. G.) 
(V, 41, 19d) (N.B.) 
d) gairi-ksitasya kratubhih nti sagcai 


9 a) utd tyAi ma madrutd+asvasya sAunah(!) (cf. 8c!) 
b) krAtvd-maghasah vidathasya ratau 
c) sahdasra- mai cyavatanah dadanah (N.B.) 
d) antikam aryah vapusai nd drcat 

10 a) uta tyai m& dhuvaniyasya justah (cf. 8c!) 
b) su-riicah ca laksmaniyas- ydtanah(!) (N.B.) 
c) mahna rayah samvaranasya /fsaih 
d) vrajdm api gman pra-yatah na gavah (SEK!) 


(For special samples of accent-+rhythm-value+archaism cf.: lad+2bced+ 


3abcd + 4ac-+5ab+6b-+ 7abc+10bed). 


VII, 30 
1 a) A nah patai Savasah indra yahi (SK!) 
*c) mahdai nrmndya nr-mand- su-vajra (SK!) 
*b) bhava vrdhah raayd- Susmin asya (SK!) 
d) mahai ksatraya gira paumsiydi ca (SK!) 


(cf. Co.) (SK!) 
(N.B.) (SK!) 


2 a) tuvam havantai haviyam vi-vaci 
b) Sirah tantindim stiuras ca satau 
c) tuvam visvaisu sdintyah janaisu 
d) tuvam vrira randhaya nd- su-hanti (SK!) 
3 a) Aha yat indra sudina vi-ucchan 
b) dadhah yat kaitim upamam samatsu 
c) ni agni- sidat Asurah na hauta (N.B.) (SK!) (cf. G.) 
d) huvandéh atra yajdthaya daivan 


XA+(1) 
+RA(!) 
+50) -* 


+HISAd * 


SR+ 
xSL+A(!) 
+SHI 


x +10). 


RAX(?) 
<x LHI 


+H 
R 
R 


THA 2 


S+x(!) 
SL 
xRH+(!) 
RxI+ 
+Rxd(!) 
S+RI 

R 


S+XHL 
R 


HR(!) 


(SK vs. kavi!) +() 
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(3d=SK’s var. vs. VII, 11, 3+17, 3=h1.) 
4 a) vayam tay indra tdva yd+iva nirah (c. V, 33, 5) Sx + 





b) sardhah jajfianah ydatém sa-rdtham (X, 32, 9b) SR+A(!) 

c) yaccha siiribhyah utd nd- varitham (N.B.) (SK!) SL+(!) 

d) su-abhtivah jarandm c-+asnavama(!) (N.B.) (SK!) xR % 

(For 4b cf. X, 65, 4d+32, 9b=SK!) 

———3-~a)-vaucaima-indram-maghavanam-ainam(!)—~(cf- bel)" xR?) 

= aindm vaucaima maghavanam indar- (SK!) x+HR(!) 

b) mahah raay- rdadhah si(!) dadd- nah (SK!) SHR+L(!) 

c) yah(!) drcatah brahma-krtim Avisthah (SK!) HIL() 


d) ytiyam daivah pat-+abhisti sada nah (N.B.) (SK!) SI+H(!) 
(For special samples, as in V, 33, cf.: labcd-+-4abc+5abd(!) — Would-be- 
critic, « jagrhi »!). 


The chief result of tha above study is the fact of the prosodical 
accent-value as equivalently long. The archaic metrical prosody had a 
whole series of factors: number of syllables, rhythm-pattern, yati or 
yati-like position, archaic samdhi-system, words and forms, accent (ac- 
tual or potential) and, syllable-quantity (in the traditional sense). Of all 
these, the SK has at his unchanged disposal — besides the main rhythm 
pattern — only (like the post-vedic prosody) quantity, while having 
practically lost also another wide-ranging and (for him) disturbing 
factor: haplology. This is a problem not of his own making but born 
of the linguistic-philological evolution. His « vidiisaka-panditry » is rooted 
not in his (well-meant) « intentions » or on any ignorance of his own 
language-stage, but in his naive presumption that he can do justice to 
his « salto mortale » transposition with quantity alone as rhythim-builder 
within a vastly younger-+ different cast-iron samdhi-system and language- 
stage. No wonder his product is (as it was bound to be) so palimpses- 
tingly catastrophical for his « dynamic editorialism », sitting between 
the two incompatible stools of preservation and reformation of a hymn- 
collection, as described further up. Hence the « rule of thumb» for 
a rgvedic text-critic (who is aware of the SK’s all-pervading « love’s 
labour lost! ») is: try to build, with the SK’s wording, verses that are 
perfectly rhythmical, sense-making and idiomatic, but archaic (that is, 
of a type that the SK, with his vyakarana and samdhis and vocabulary, 
could not possibly stomach), then scrutinise the parallels — and you 
are on the right way (if not already there!) to the rsi-kavis own text 
behind the Samhita-Palimpsest. In our texts above, on the right-hand 
margin, we give the symbols of the re-archaisation steps demanded by 
the SK’s frantic efforts to dodge the (for him) unbearable offences 
against his vyakarana and other « editorial » preconceptions which for 


ee ae —TTI-=RESULTS-— Sea ci aie ee eee ee 
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him (as a later « Sista») are inviolably sacrosanct. And how shrewdly 
acrobatic those dodges often are — but how vidtisaka-like vis-a-vis of 
the rsi-kavis’ own genuine words! Just tinsel vs. gold! 

(Here we would like to honour our late guru, Prof. Dr. W. Schulze, 
who, with his « Quaestiones Epicae », inspired us, he, the successful 
pioneer of a similar text-critical re-archaisation of Homer's archaic epic 
verses, showing that «non dormitat Homerus». — «nd u muhyanti 
fsayah », — «namah guruibhyah »!). 

The total convergent and mutually supporting witness of the texts 
above from the whole Rgveda is ample proof positive that points to 
the one SK-agency as the palimpsesting source of the « traditional » 
Samhita-text. The ideal would be to have the Samhitd-version side by 


side for comparison, but for obvious editorial reasons, that task will. 


have to be left to the interested reader with the aid of our transcript 
which indicates all the mon-Samhita details. 

As for special text-critical results, we can point out — besides the 
two «shibboleth » stanzas (which fairly bristle with « new »-archaic 
readings) and the two riddle test-texts, X, 32, 9ab+I, 141, 8 (for would- 
be-critics!) the texts: X, 65, 4d+I1I, 19, ib+I, 115, 2d+II, 19, 8ab+X, 39, 
4b+VI, 1, 2d+II, 34, 1lcd+I, 62, 3ab+VI, 51, llacd+II, 20, 2ab+III, 
59, 8+X, 45, 6d!+X, 53, 4c+5a — hence practically in every text 
examined, and that not only in the mere scanning of the verses, but 
also in their contents and sense. (Hence neo-lexicographer « jagrhi »!). 
The above depalimpsested text-form is the rsi-kavis’ own on the whole 
and in essentials, at times in all details too, but in other cases it is 
open to further improvement in the light of eventual new parallel or 
convergent factors rediscovered — yet always along the same method 
and principles here advocated! We are constantly seeking and finding 
such new aids in a deeper and more comprehensive insight into the 
SK’s multi-faceted and multi-layered « method-in-madness and madness- 
in-method ». The asterisk-marked texts (above) indicate our new findings, 
which are also in the process of publication. 

And we urgently request the constructive cooperation of all earnest 
and competent rgvedic scholars and text-critical specialists. It is a 
glorious task, both facilitated and hindered by the SK’s palimpsested 
bamboo-curtain of his Samhita-text — behind and through and beyond 
which shimmers the radiant « dargana» of the long-suffering rsi-kavis’ 
own UR-Reveda « Sivah santu panthah »! 


APPENDIX 
For a token-specimen of the text-critical progress possible and actual we repro- 
duce our « shibboleth »-texts (supra) in the definitive form attained since the above 
essay was given to the press, while time and other editorial and technical consi- 
derations prevent us, to our regret, from doing it here. 
V, 33,5 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva narah (N.B.) (SK!) x +SHA(!) 
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b) sardhah jajfiianah yaatam sa-rdtham (N.B.) (SK!) S+RIA(!) 
c) sd tvdm nah dhi-Susma d jagamyah (N.B.) (SK!) xS+RA(!) 


d) piti na néma prabhrthdi-+su-hdvah (N.B.) (SK!) (VHS X 
VII, 30, 4 
a) vayam tay indra tdva yd-+iva nirah (SK!) S+HA() 


b) Sdrdhah jajidndh yaatam sa-réitham (N.B.) (SK!) S+RIA(!) 


w= @)—-yaccha-siribhyah-utd-na--+varitham——(N-B,)-(SK!)-HS +E) 


d) d-+jdranam su-abhidv-+asnavama (N.B.) (SK!) RXITH+L() 
XK, 65, 4 

a) stivar-naram antariksd+ut-+draucayan (N.B.) (SK!) RS+HS(!) 

b) dyava-bhiimi aujasa caskabhtth ca ydi (N.B.) (SK!) d+xI(!) 

c) td-+-ivd prksdh mahayantd-+su-ratayah (N.B.) (SK!) xLHI(!) 

d) daivd-+stavantai mdnusdsa-+siradyah (N.B.) (SK!) +H(!) 
K,.32,. 9. : 


a) aitdm nah kiiru-ravanam kriyata (NB) (SK!) +SIA(!) 
b) kaléSam bhadra dadatah maghani (N.B.) (SK!) xA(!) 
~¢) dandh it vah-maghavand-+sa-astus (SKN LH 


d) ayam ca sA4umah hrtszi yam bibhrmdh (N.B.) (SK!) +L(!) 


